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Abstract 
This research centers around the exploration of the applicability and transferability of some international/global sustainable 
transport indicators in an important city region in Malaysia, namely Klang Valley. The literature review highlights several 
important measures to identify, determine and select the relevant sustainable transportation indicators. Around 30 out of 1000 
indicators were chosen to be tested in the different scenarios of public transportation in Malaysia. The research applied the 
snowball internet survey method, in addition, face-to-face, snail-mail, and electronic questionnaire. Samples were selected from a 
list of various professionals relevant to the field of transportation. They include transport planners, traffic engineers, public 
transport operators and managers, transportation economists, environmentalists, academician and researchers, as well as urban 
and regional planners. It is found that a number of indicators such as the percentage of bus passenger is suitable and relevant to 
Klang Valley. However, several other indicators are deemed less suitable to represent the measurement of sustainability of 
transportation in Klang Valley. Hence, it is suggested by the research that future selection of indicators should have a greater 
sensitivity to be more realistic with the country current situations, circumstances and fortune. Preliminary findings of the research 
are intended to be disseminated through another set of focus group discussion. 
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1. Introduction 
 
Sustainability awareness in the provision and operation of public transportation in the urban areas has been rising. 
In the developed countries like Japan and the four Asian tiger economies such as Seoul, South Korea (65.1% mode 
share of bus and rail in 2011 compared to 60.3% in 2010), Hong Kong (71.1% mode share of bus and rail in 2009 
compared to 70.6% in 2008), Taipei, Taiwan (58% of public transport mode share in 2012 compared to 57.5% in 
2011),  and Singapore (public transport mode share increased from 59% in 2008 to 63% in 2012), public transport 
shares have increased over the last few decades22, 3, 28, 15. Many of these public transportation operations have been 
consolidated under one single authority. That authority plans, develops, constructs, manages, and oversees the 
operations in order to be effectively and efficiently move people to their respective destinations with greater ease, 
seamless, and smoothness of journey makings 25. 
Public transport as a competitive alternative to private mode of transport has several features such as: being 
timely, punctual, frequent and attractive. These features have also been coupled with modern design, advanced fleets 
and consumption of less or environmentally fuel, which are all the characteristics of a sustainable public transport. 
Whilst many studies and exposures have been made on the operation of the sustainable public transport in many 
cities of the world12, less literature has dedicated its exploration on the indicators to measure the levels of so-called 
sustainability, especially on those public transportation systems of South East Asia region, including Malaysia7.In 
effect, to date, there have been very limited reviews of the measures of sustainability of these public transport 
systems, let alone the determination of such sustainability indicators and levels21, 13.  
Hence, this research focuses on the outlining the sustainable public transport indicators for Klang Valley, the 
most developed, prosperous and advanced city region in Malaysia. 
 
1.1 Study Objectives 
 
i. To characterise the current public transportation system and services provided in Klang Valley according to 
sustainability definitions 
ii. To identify and select the most suited indicators of public transport sustainability in Klang Valley 
 
2. Literature Review 
 
2.1 Sustainable Transportation 
 
Sustainability according to Tao and Hung26, can be defined as the achievement of continuous transportation 
activities supported by the environmental, economic and social objectives at various space-based scales of operation. 
The measures of sustainability have been adopted and implemented on various land uses or central of population’s 
activity1, 26,4,31, however, assessment of movements’ sustainability has been scarcely found in literature32, 17, 2. 
Various indicators have been developed and identified in light of the transportations systems evaluation. In countries 
such as the UK, modal shares, in particular, the number of public transport riderships has been used to assess the 
performance and impact of the public transport system towards the environment and community17. Other European 
nations like Germany, France, Austria, and Switzerland have accepted the Level of Service (LOS), travel demand, 
and numbers of ridership, as indicators of a sustainable transport system 5.  
In the USA, indicators such as transit accessibility, and transport affordability have been adopted30.Japan has 
developed indicators in the transport policy framework to measure the performance of sustainable transport 
development under the administration of the Ministry of Land, Infrastructure, Transport and Tourism (MLIT) 
9.Other Asian nations have subscribed to Sustainable Urban Mobility in Asia (SUMA)³³ project where the 
assessment on several aspects such as access, safety, environment/clean air, economical and social, is developed as 
an indicators’ theme to a sustainable system. In other words, more than 300 indicators have been developed, refined 
and agreed upon when assessing the levels of sustainability of a particular transport system. From initial of more 
than 100 indicators, only 75 indicators have been formally shortlisted to be adopted in Bangkok Declaration 
202029.A person’s access to transport modes may depend on the socio-demographic factors and preferential choices 
made by that particular person. Klang Valley, even though is more developed than many neighbouring city regions 
like Jakarta, Bangkok and Manila, has very limited choices of public transportation 18.  
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2.2 Sustainable Indicators 
 
The more challenging issue in a sustainable transport planning is mostly the common goal of sustainable 
transportation, which is to develop appropriate indicators to measure the level of sustainability. Many of studies16, 17, 
32 focus on establishing the indicators that are sometimes too technical or too general. Some indicators of the 
framework proposed lead to reliable and adaptable implementation issues. The suggested frameworks in summary, 
have classified the indicators based on the impacts of the transportation activities. In a further discussion16, 
sustainable transportation indicators must take into account a wide range of economic, social and environmental 
impacts. The findings of the study16suggest that the indicators should be comprehensive in all of these aspects as 
indicated in Table 1.  
 
Table 1. Sustainable Transportation Indicators 
Objectives Indicator 
Economic  
Commute access Average commute travel time 
Accessibility – Land use mix Number of job opportunities and commercial services within 30-minute travel distance of 
residents 
Accessibility – Smart Growth Implementation of policy and planning practices that lead to more accessible, clustered, mixed, 
multi-modal development 
Transport diversity Mode split: portion of travel made by walking, cycling, rideshare, public transit and telework 
Affordability  Portion of household expenditures devoted to transport by 20% lowest-income households 
Facility costs Per capita expenditures on roads, traffic services and parking facilities 
Freight efficiency Speed and affordability of freight and commercial transport 
Planning  Degree to which transport institutions reflect least-cost planning and investment practices 
Social  
Safety  Per capita crash disabilities and facilities 
Health and fitness Portion of population that regularly walks and cycles 
Community livability Degree to which transport activities increase community livability (local environment quality) 
Equity – fairness Degree to which prices reflect full costs unless a subsidy is specifically justified 
Equity – non-drivers Quality of accessibility and transport services for non-drivers 
Equity – disabilities Quality of transport facilities and services per people with disabilities (e.g., wheelchair users, 
people with visual impairments) 
Non-motorized transport planning Degree to which impacts on non-motorized transport are considered in transportation modeling 
and planning 
Citizen involvement Public involvement in transport planning process 
Environment   
Climate change emissions Per capita fossil fuel consumption, and emissions of CO² and other climate change emissions 
Other air pollution Per capita emission of ‘conventional’ air pollutants (CO, VOC, NOˣ, particulates, etc) 
Noise pollution Portion of population exposed to high levels of traffic noise 
Water pollution Per capita vehicle fluid losses 
Land use impacts Per capita land devoted to transportation facilities 
Habitat protection Preservation of wildlife habitat (wetlands, forests, etc) 
Resource efficiency Non-renewable resource consumption in the production and use of vehicles and transport facilities 
 
In general, the key aspect of the sustainable transportation indicator framework is based on the key dimensions of 
sustainable development concept of economic, social and environment. To ensure that the indicators are reliable as a 
comprehensive measurement to assess the sustainability, it should practically measure the impact of transportation 
towards economic, social and environment. Even though indicators can have different functions with regard to 
different domain of use, in the aspect of sustainable transportation assessment, it should be reliable to measure the 
level of description, prediction of impacts, simplification and practicality. All aspects that are related and linked to 
the present and future impacts from the transportation activities must be considered in developing those indicators. 
Moreover, it is necessary to establish clear and comprehensive indicators in order to develop an assessment method 
to evaluate the sustainable transport as a whole system.  The indicators should represent a clear description of the 
basis on which and how the level of sustainability can be measured. It is important to ensure that the implementation 
of the assessment system is practical and adaptable by all of the stakeholders, especially to the decision makers in 
transportation planning.  
This research is propagating selected indicators to be adopted for the purpose of examining and assessing 
Malaysian public transport systems’ sustainability. Sustainable transport indicator is a measurement in assessing 
how well the current system fulfills the needs and is continuously reliable and resourceful for future2, 6. The 
development and implementation of indicators as measurement of sustainability took various steps and process with 
the involvement of stakeholders in transport system such as government agencies and transport operators12, 13, 17. 
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Many organizations and agencies worldwide adopt the formation of independent body and focus group discussions 
to outline and formulate the indicators20, 22, 24, 25.  The selection has been based on indicators related to public 
transport measures and factors that influence the success of a sustainable public transport system including the 
number of ridership, infrastructure and mode share. However, from 300 over indicators listed from the literature29, 9, 
30, 5, 17only 30 indicators (Table 2) are shortlisted to be examined and assessed in this study. 
Even though the number of indicators is countless globally, the selection of 30 indicators from different literature 
as possible public transport sustainable indicators for Klang Valley was based on: 
x Specification of an indicator to assess public transport (direct and indirect factor of public transport 
evaluation) x That shortlisting was conducted through validation of four experts in the public transport study randomly 
x As a preliminary study, whereby a list of indicators selected from the different literature has focused on 
Asian countries and cities as a case study, and from the successful sustainability indicators applied in the 
recent transportation study and the system. 
 
Table 2. Shortlisted Indicators 6, 20, 16 
No. Indicator No. Indicator No. Indicator 
1 Percentage of bus passenger 11 CO2 emissions from road transport 21 Total expenditure on pollution 
prevention and clean-up 
2 Percentage of all trains 
passenger 
12 N2O emissions from road transport 22 R&D expenditure on “eco-
vehicles” 
3 Total percapita transport 
expenditure 
13 Use of renewable energy sources in 
transport (1000 tons/GDP) 
23 R&D expenditure on clean 
transport fuels 
4 Motor vehicle fuel prices 14 Average age of vehicle fleet (years) 24 Direct subsidies to transport 
5 Excise duty on road transport 
fuel (petrol, diesel per 1000 
litres) 
15 Average commute travel time 25 Relative taxation of vehicles and 
vehicle use 
6 Percentage of GDP contributed 
by transport 
16 Mode split: portion of travel made by 
walking, cycling, rideshare, public 
transit and telework 
26 Annual transit ridership per 
capita 
7 Total length roads (railways, 
motorways) (km of 
infrastructure per 1000 
inhabitants) 
17 Percentage of Single Occupancy 
Vehicle (SOV) Entering City Centre 
During Morning Peak Hour Period.  
27 Miles of fixed-route bus service 
8 Density of infrastructure (km of 
infrastructure per 1000 km² of 
surface area) 
18 Ratio of Road Accident Cases Per 
10,000 Populations. 
28 Number of minutes between 
buses on scheduled routes 
9 Employment in road and rail 
transport sector 
19 Capital expenditure by mode 29 Percentage who perceives public 
transit unsafe 
10 PM10 emissions from road 
transport 
20 Rail network length and density 30 Cost per transit-rider trip, 
inflation adjusted 
 
3. Methodology 
 
The research adopted the snowball sampling, internet, and pen-and-paper methods of questionnaire surveys, on 
some 100 samples of prominent and key players of transportation systems in Klang Valley. Primary data were 
collected from December 2013 to June 2014. During this duration, several issues regarding the methods have been 
encountered including limited references on Malaysia’s sustainable indicators and feedback response. Hence, there 
existed a few limitations and qualifications of the generalization of findings afterwards. The list of the population 
has been derived from the authorities related to transportation operators, managers, economists, planners, engineers, 
academician and related professionals. Some 500 samples have been identified, but responses have been very poor, 
with only 20% rate of return. Nevertheless, this small number has been commensurate with the prominence, 
knowledge, experiences and expertise levels demonstrated by the respondents. The survey form contained three 
sections: 
 x Section A: respondents’ background x Section B: possible sustainable public transport indicators for Klang Valley 
x Section C: factors of developing sustainable public transport indicators 
 
Three types of survey approaches were deployed to overcome the issue of low response; face to face survey, 
snail-mail survey, and electronic survey as have been practiced elsewhere in other prominent research30, 31, 33. 
Qualification is adequately made on the generalized findings because of the size of the sample and the low 
responses. 
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4. Data Analysis and Discussion 
 
4.1 Public Transportation System in Klang Valley 
 
Public transportation development, operation, management and regulation in Malaysia Peninsular are currently 
under the purview of Suruhanjaya Pengangkutan Awam Darat (SPAD) or Land Public Transport Council. SPAD is 
a government agency directly under the Prime Minister’s Department with the functions and responsibilities of 
monitoring and implementing all initiatives and program on public transport development. SPAD actually gained its 
full authority on January 31st, 2011 with the gazetting of the Land Public Transport Act 201023. Klang Valley has 
been chosen as a case study for this research for the following reasons: 
 
i. Klang Valley is a region including several cities functioning as satellites to the capital of Malaysia, Kuala 
Lumpur. Among the smaller cities are Shah Alam, Petaling Jaya, Subang Jaya, Rawang, Kajang, Bangi and 
Seremban (Figure 1). It has a population of approximately 6.3 million as of 201011.  
a.                                                                                   b.  
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
      Fig. 1. Klang Valley Region8    Fig. 2. Kuala Lumpur Mass Transit rail-based network14 
 
ii. The choice of public transport in Klang Valley has been limited to road-based and rail-based (Figure 2) 
modes including heavy rail (KTM intercity, KTM Komuter), light rail (PUTRA, KLIA EKSPRES, KLIA 
TRANSIT) and monorail, as well as taxi and stage and intercity buses. 
 
Selangor, a state in Peninsular with the majority of its districts falling under the realm of Klang Valley, has the 
following listed stage buses services (Table 3). The details regarding the operation and management are provided by 
the review of State Structure Plan, cited from the source of Suruhanjaya Pengangkutan Awam Darat (SPAD) (2014). 
 
Table 3.  Bus Operators and Respective Fleet (if applicable) in Selangor, 201223. 
Company/Operator Fleet (Bus) Operating Status 
Ambang Jernih Sdn. Bhd. 1 Ceased operation 
Pinggir Bandar Bus Line (M) Sdn. Bhd. 1 Ceased operation 
Abdullah bin Nadi dan Rakan T/A Syarikat Kenderaan Lima Sepakat 2 Ceased operation 
Airport Coach Sdn. Bhd. 2 Active 
Sri Indah Jaya Sdn. Bhd. 27 Active 
Tg Karang Transportation Sdn. Bhd. - Consolidated under Kenderaan 
Kelang Banting Berhad (KKBB) 
Triton Commuter Sdn. Bhd. 40 Active 
Permata Kiara Sdn.Bhd. 1 Ceased operation 
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The Kuala Selangor Omnibus Co Bhd - Consolidated under (KKBB) 
Sri Theven Travel & Tours Sdn. Bhd. 6 Active 
Bas Bakti Sdn. Bhd. 6 Operational as Syarikat Faro 
Uptownace (M) Sdn.Bhd. 13 Active 
GPB Corporation Sdn. Bhd. 20 Active 
Gito Translink Travel Sdn. Bhd. 23 Active 
Sepang Omnibus Co Sdn. Bhd. 7 Active 
Syarikat Prasarana Negara Bhd. (RapidKL) 1632 Active 
Seranas Sdn. Bhd. 30 Active 
Wawasan Sutera Travel & Tours Sdn. Bhd. 32 Active 
Kenderaan Klang Banting Berhad 176 Active 
Metrobus Nationwide Sdn. Bhd. 327 Active 
Total 2,346  
 
In 2012, some 1880 buses operated in Selangor. Based on the above Table 3, there was an increase of about 20% 
fleet or about 466 buses in 2012.There were limited or almost non-existence services of paratransit apart from taxis. 
Unlike neighbouring capital cities such as Jakarta, Bangkok and Manila, Klang Valley do not have three-wheelers 
public transport including bajai, tuktuk, bemo, ojek, and those pedal powered public transport such as rickshaw and 
trishaws23.Hence, this study is rather limited in the sense that it may not be able to increase the sustainability of the 
public transport system based on the more environmentally modes such as three-wheelers and pedal powered modes. 
Nevertheless, examining and determining these indices by this research i among the first and pioneer steps towards 
achieving the government’s target of a balanced, i.e. 50:50 modal split share by the year 2020 27,10,19. 
 
4.2 Analysis of Focus Group Survey 
 
The majority of respondents (Table 4) are from town planning background majoring in transport planning, urban 
planning and environmental planning with a total of 54%. Another 19% is from an engineering background, 11% is 
from economic background, 8% is from intelligent transport system and 4% is from road safety and 4% is from 
public transport development. 84% of the respondents have 1-10 years experiences and 16% of the respondents have 
experienced more than 11 years in their field. From their field of expertise, the respondents are classified into five 
categories of profession; environmentalist (4%), economist (15%), socialist (7%), planner (43%) and engineer 
(31%). 
 
Table 4. Socio Demographic Profile Distribution 
 Variables Frequency Percentage (%) 
1 Field of Expertise 
Economic 
Road Engineering  
Environmental Planning 
Intelligent GIS/Transport System 
Medical Fitness for Road Safety 
Environmental Science and Natural Resource Planning 
Public Transport  
Railway Engineering 
Town Planning 
Traffic and Transport Engineering 
Transport Planning 
 
11 
7 
4 
8 
4 
7 
4 
4 
28 
8 
15 
 
11 
7 
4 
8 
4 
7 
4 
4 
28 
8 
15 
2 Years of Experience 
1-10 years 
11- 20 years 
21-30 years 
 
84 
8 
8 
 
84 
8 
8 
3 Profession 
Environmentalist 
Economist 
Socialist 
Planner 
Engineer 
 
4 
15 
7 
43 
31 
 
4 
15 
7 
43 
31 
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Findings also higlight that from 30 indicators listed in the survey, respondents place the highest priority in the issue 
of mode share, ridership, cost of transport and travel time. This is shown in the mean value of rating given by the 
respondent as summarized in Table 5. 
 
Table 5. Mean Value of Rating on Sustainable Public Transport Indicator for Klang Valley 
Relevant as Sustainable Public Transport Indicator for Klang Valley (4.00 to 
4.99) 
Moderate as Sustainable Public Transport Indicator for Klang 
Valley (3.00 to 3.99) 
No Indicator Mean Rank No Indicator Mean Rank 
1 Mode split: portion of travel made by walking, 
cycling, rideshare, public transit and telework 
4.5700 
 
1 18 Annual transit ridership per capita 3.9700 18 
2 Percentage of bus passengers 4.5400 2 19 Rail network length and density 3.9600 19 
3 Cost per transit-rider trip, inflation adjusted 4.4700 3 20 Density of infrastructure (km of 
infrastructure per 1000 km² of surface 
area) 
3.9400 
 
20 
4 Percentage of all trains passenger 4.3600 4 21 Percentage GDP contributed by 
transport 
3.9200 21 
5 Number of minutes between buses on scheduled 
routes 
4.3200 
 
5 22 PM10 emissions from road transport 3.9100 
 
22 
6 Miles of fixed-route bus service 4.2800 6 23 R&D expenditure on “eco-vehicles” 3.8900 
 
23 
7 Motor vehicle fuel prices 4.2400 7 24 Direct subsidies to transport 3.8900 24 
8 Percentage of Single Occupancy Vehicle (SOV) 
Entering City Centre During Morning Peak Hour 
Period 
4.2300 
 
8 25 Total expenditure on pollution 
prevention and clean-up 
 
3.8600 
 
25 
9 Average age of vehicle fleet (years) 4.2100 9 26 Employment in road and rail transport 
sector 
3.8200 
 
26 
10 Total percapita transport expenditure 4.1500 10 27 Ratio of Road Accident Cases Per 
10,000 Populations. 
3.6600 27 
11 Average commute travel time 4.1300 11 28 R&D expenditure on clean transport 
fuels 
3.5000 
 
28 
12 N2O emissions from road transport 4.1300 12 29 Relative taxation of vehicles and 
vehicle use 
3.4000 
 
29 
13 Total length of roads (railways, motorways) (km of 
infrastructure per 1000 inhabitants) 
4.0900 
 
13 30 Excise duty on road transport fuel 
(petrol, diesel per 1000 litres) 
 
3.3400 
 
30 
14 Use of renewable energy sources in transport 
(1000 tons/GDP) 
4.0700 
 
14     
15 Percentage of who perceives public transit unsafe 4.0600 15     
16 CO2 emissions from road transport 4.0300 16     
17 Capital expenditure by mode 4.0200 17     
*Rating value given in the survey form is: 
 
5 4 3 2 1 
Most relevant Relevant Moderate Irrelevant Not Applicable 
 
 
 
Several factors have been considered in the formulation and development of sustainable public transport indicators. 
Findings show that “health and safety”, “travel demand and supply”, and “finance and economy” have the highest 
mean of the rating from the respondents. This is followed by “environmental impact and pollution prevention”, 
“physical development”, “education and public participation”, “new technology and R&D”, and “stakeholder 
responsibility”. The least mean value of rating for the factor is that of “land and resources” category. 
 
Table 6. Factor Influencing in Formulation and Development of Sustainable Public Transport Indicator for Klang Valley 
Factor Mean Value 
1. Health and Safety 
2. Travel Demand and Supply  
3. Finance and Economy 
4. Environmental Impact andPollution Prevention 
5. Physical Development 
6. Education and Public Participation 
4.5700 
4.5700 
4.4600 
4.3800 
4.3800 
4.3700 
471 Syahriah Bachok et al. /  Procedia Environmental Sciences  28 ( 2015 )  464 – 473 
7. New Technology and R&D 
8. Stakeholder Responsibility 
9. Land and Resources Used 
4.3400 
4.1100 
4.0600 
*Rating value given in the survey form is: 
 
5 4 3 2 1 
Most relevant Relevant Moderate Irrelevant Not Applicable 
 
It is found that the factors influence in determining the indicators in this research is agreeable with the other 
prominent research  findings5, 6, 16 in a sustainable transportation system. However, although the result of indicators 
rating shows a positive feedback, there are several issues during the selection of indicators list. Issues with selection 
of indicators are: 
i. Some indicators are difficult to be measured in the implementation stage 
ii. Some indicators are impractical in the implementation stage  
iii. Some indicators require a  longer timeframe of data collection in the implementation stage 
iv. Some indicators require data obtained from more than one agency in the implementation stage 
v. Indicators are deemed unsuitable and irrelevant to represent the measurement of sustainability of 
transportation in the country, generally, and Klang Valley, specifically 
 
Since not all of these indicators from the finding are consistent with the other prominent research findings30, 31, 33,34,  
the suggested indicators from this study need to be verified and validated through ground pilot study before being 
accepted and adopted in Klang Valley public transport system.  
 
The generalized findings are listed below: 
 
i. The highest mean value for possible indicator is “Mode split: portion of travel made by walking, cycling, 
rideshare, public transit and telework” 
ii. The lowest mean value for possible indicator is “Excise duty on road transport fuel (petrol, diesel per 1000 
liters)” 
iii. The highest mean value ofthe factor of formulation and development of indicator is “health and safety” 
iv. The lowest mean value ofthe factor of formulation and development of indicator is “land and resources 
used” 
v. Mean values for indicator selection is between 3.3400 to 4.5700 (moderate to relevant) 
vi. Mean values for the factor of formulation and development of indicator is between 4.0600 to 4.5700 
(relevant) 
 
An ongoing analysis and modeling exercise are also undertaken to further implicate these results of the existing 
initiatives and programs of public transport system improvements. Possible in depth analyses such as spider 
modeling36 and multinomial logit regression35.  
 
5. Conclusions 
 
The research has determined that public transport in Klang Valley is far from being globally sustainable system 
assessment based on both the primary data and review of existing literature. Several issues pertinent to the selection 
of the appropriateness of the indicators have been presented. Based on the analyses, it is suggested that the 
preliminary findings of the research are disseminated through another set of focus group discussion among 
identified stakeholders and decision makers and a pilot study conducted for validation and verification.  
In conclusion, the highest mean value for possible indicator is “Mode split: portion of travel made by walking, 
cycling, rideshare, public transit and telework” and the lowest mean value for possible indicator is “Excise duty on 
road transport fuel (petrol, diesel per 1000 liters”.These findings are agreeable with previous prominent research 
findings29, 9, 30, 5, 17. The possible public transport indicators selected by stakeholders and decision makers in 
transportation system can be applied as a benchmark for Klang Valley to achieve a 50:50 modal split share that has 
been promoted by the Malaysian government. The city region public transportation operation, management and 
structure must be supported by mature and appropriate sustainable public transport guidelines and standards, 
indicators and systematic evaluation process. In essence, the sustainability of public transportation in Klang Valley 
can be achieved by implementing an assessment of the system through consistent and coherent sustainable public 
transport indicators. Further recommendations are to update the list of indicators suiting the current development of 
sustainable public transport system with other Asian countries and the evaluation of selected indicators should be 
continuously implemented. Focus group discussion and working group on establishing the indicators will provide 
many significant benefits.  
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